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collocation Space to permit. among other thi,.., canneotian of ttw coUoeatCM"s
tetec:ommunications equipment to tne Companys equipment. It maintains that such
costa are not included as part of RS Means calculations of the cost of conltruding

single-tenant central offices.

There a,.. additiona' incr.mental costs a.sociated with a multiple-tenant central
offICe facility tnat ara not incurred In a single-tenant cef\tral office. The diff....nces
betwe." I lingle.tenant and multipte-tanant environment inclUde the nna for regular
and emergency ingressle;,..,. for secondary tenants, tne need to S8C1.Ire areas to
wt'lich collocator. do nat have access, and tn. need for a proper ventilation
environment for each collocation spac. d.signed to acc:cmmodat. the particular
conceator I equipment

Finally, the COBO cnar;e also covers the cost of such items as engineering,
mechanical and electrical work specific to accommodating tn. collocatOl"s particular
telecommunications equipment in its transmiUion node, inducting lighting in the
specific collocation a,..a, dedicated power ....ptacles, additianal fir. alarm coverage if
reqUired, and construction of a security sepanltion between the collocation space and
Amerit.d'I equipment. Tt'te Company aSletta that it is entitled to recoup the.
additional costs.

Amaritech Illinois structured it COBO charge on a non-nacurring basis, in light of
the fact that ••ch new ccllocator has unique equipment and spacing requirements Md
that CaBO work is performed with those unique needs in mind. In addition, sincll there
IS no guarantee that vacated space will be occupied immediately by a new collocatar,
the Company claims that it is appropriate for it to recover all of its costs up-front.

Ameritech Illinois chose the costs assexiated with the 7Sth percentile of reponed
figures because, in comparison to central offices described by RS M.ans, Ame,iteen
says it builds high quality facilities. It also contends tnat the 75th percentile costs more
appropnately reflect all of the costs associated with the construction of C8ntral offices,
including site work, equipment, and arc:hited and engln..,.ing- fees. Projects
associated with the 2SU'l and seth percentile do not include all of these costs for which
it sMould be compensated.

In Company witness Quick.'s rebuttal testimony, he stated that

"Acccrding to the '995 ",erslon of RS Means Building Construction Cost Data,
tMe 75th percentile floor area construction costs per sq. fit for telephone excnange is
$'67. Thus. the total investment cost for 100 sq. ft. of net usable space would be
$1671sq. ft, tu"e. 200 sq. ft., or $33,400,"

The third efement of the proposed collocation charges is the transmission node
enclosure charge. This charge includes not only the incremental costs of buildIng the
actual collocation cage, but also maintenance, taxes and other recurring costs
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auodated with the trwtsmisaiOn noel. anctosure itaelf. n.. coats are incorporated
into a one-tirne charge a. an accommodltion to customers (rather tnan baing charged
on a recurring bUis). Amerit.ch Illinois says it is willing to accept tn. risK that it might
suffer a IOSI on customers who collocate pl1ysicalty for more than the seven-year
period on which the ch8rge is based.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel claim that Ameritech'l collocation pricu ara not forward-looking
because th.y are based on itl current offtce deployment - singttHenant central offices.
It is more likely. that Ameritee:n has purposely avoided considaring a hypothetical multi
tenant office b8CllUH suen a forward-looking perspective wOYld result in lower costs
and lower prices. They conclUde that its coHoc:ation prices are based upon embedded
ptant and must be r.jected as not forward-looking.

Mel, stated that the Physical collocation charge. cannot possibly be supported
by TELRIC data. The Company stated tt\at real e.tate in Illinois simply is not priced so
that a space tne size of an average walk-in clout would rent for 11I3.g1 per month.
This cNrge is only far the r..,tal of the floor SPIICII and does not cover the one-time
conatnJetion charge. Met mairltains that Ameriteeh ia proposing to charge new
entrants prices that would make a real ••tate IgtInt in tMnhattan envious. (Mel exhibit
2.0 at SO).

As to tn. floor space charge, AT&T and Mel note that it is based upon 10-ye.r
old building cest data. At Ex. 9.0, at '4, They a!lso took issue with its pradlce of
grossing up the floor space by charging a price for 200 square feat of floor feet when
only a 100 square f••t of space is being providea to the collocator, Mel arguel that
Am.rit.eh's reasoning for "doubling" the amount of floor space from 100 to 200 square
feet is inappropriate. Or. Ankum stated that "Alt the modifications that Ameritec:n lists
are already inclUded in the S'67 per square foot cost identified by RS Means" Dr.
Ankum further stated tnilt the $167 identifies the totality of all costs for a square foot of
central office space, and there is simply no need to se.ch for any additional costs
where it c::oneerns the square f..t occupied by collocators. AT&T and Mel argue that
Ameritech performed no study to support Its grossing-up pradice, and contend that its
pradice of doubling floor space does not account for the sharing of cammon space
between the ccUocator and Ameriteen or the collocator and other callocators. They
also contend that collocators will not have aeuss to most of the space that is added as
part of the groas-up, and cite as examples storage space and employee facilities.

AT&T and Mel also disputed the Company's conclusion that the high quality
materials and construction methods it used to build its cantral offices support its
selection of the 75th percentile ~- the highest COlt percentile - and applying It to
building construction COlt data. They argue that, other than the bald asaertions of its
collocation witness Mr, Quick. Amentech Illinois has put forth no support for this claim,
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Thua. they condude that -"eritech has providecS no naaon far tne Commission to
tMltleYe that its cantra' afftcel are constructed at • I.ve' of qUllI1ty any different than any
other RIOC's GlI"tnII offices.

AT&T and MCI jointly recommend that Amamech Illinois' CO ftoor sPRe charge
be based on 100 square f..t of space, and not 200: (Ii) tnllt 1he CO floor space charge
reflect Medium Cost Central Offices; and (iii) that the mot'lthly CO space charge be
r8CIlculated based on tha annual charge factors supported in the testimony of Me,
witness Starkey. (Mel Ex. 3.0P. at 16). Mr. Starkay proposed price ceilings for all the
physical colfOQltion etementa. His proposals are included in Mel Ex. 3.0P, Attachment
MS (Ravised). .

As to the COlO enarge, Dr. Ankum observed tnat an the modlflcations that
Ameriteen recovers by this charg. already are included in the per square foot
investment calt idantified by the Maans Guide•. (MCI ex. 2.0P at 53..56). Thus, they
cantand that the COlO charge is superfluous ....d tnat the Commission shauld
eliminate it entirely. They also maintain that the COlO charge is baNd on backward
IOaking data becluse the starting point for the COBO charge i, current single-te,..,t
Cltntral office, They contend tnat the floor sp.ace charge should be baled on the
medium cost (50th per~ntile) figures in Iyjl;jng CRO!!Nctian Calt Qat•. They alltM1
that Am.mach ha. not provided evidence to support its claim tnlt its central offICeS are
of a higher ~u.lity than otn.. RBOC's and that the Commisaion tnerefore hal no balil
for utiliZIng the nigher cost figures. In addition, AT&T and Mel contend that the costs
necessary to make coUocation safe, secure and usable (e.g. installation of weUs and
doors, locks and keys, additional neating and ventUation, ate.) are all included in the
per square foot investment cost identified in l)uitstlos ~Qnltruction Costs pata. Finally I

tney propose tnat if the CommiSSion orders a coeo charge, tha Commission should
structure the eharge of a recurring basis, rather than as an up-front one-time charge.
They maintain that a recum,.,; cl'\arge more appropriately would reflect the use that a
collocator receive. from calloc:atlon space. A ncn-recurring charge WCMJld cause
Amerlteen to eam a windfall if a colloc.ator "acales its space earty, since collocation
space can be used by other new entrants or by the Company once it is vacated. (Mel
Ex 2.2P at 38). .

AS to Ameritech IlIino;s' transmIssIon noda enclosure charge, AT&T and MCI
urge that it should be reconstructed. They note that tne Company's method of
calculating a Net Present Value ("NF'V") for tne transmiSSion node enclosure is a
mathematical impossibility: lh. Initial Investment is first id'entifiad and tn.n an NPV
calculation is done that results In a figure higher than the initial investment. MCI
witness Starkey convarted Ameriteen's proposed transmission node enclosure enarge
Into a more reasonable forward-lOOKing recumng charge. (MCI Ex. 30P at 16).

More generally, AT&T and Mel also note that Ament.ch's proposed charges
inappropriately include labor time estimates related to space reservations, ordering.
and cancellation ,,",arges. Dr. AnKum recommended tnat space reservation and
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servie:e-ordering ch8rge. be based on one "-'r of I*" time MCh, which il
con.ervltively nign since only the labor time involving an Ameritech representative
being cont-=ted should be included. (Mel Ex. 2.OP at 51). ContisWnt with that
recommendation, Mr. Swrkey recalculated the I~ r••ervation and seNice-ordering
charges to .mv. at a more r...onable estimate of the forward-looking cost r.'ated to
tn... taskS. (Mel Ex. 3.0P, Sc:nedule MS-5 at 2).

Positian of Staff

Staff concluded tMt Ameritech's =1I0C8tiOf1 COlts are excessiv.. Staff noted
that the proposed ~thly rental charge is equal to over sao per aquare foot per y.ar
for the 100 square feet of central office space. This compar•• to a maximum rate of
520 per SQuar. foot that the State of Illinois pays for ~jm. office spiICI In ttw Chicago
loop. (Steff Ex. 6.01 at 2-3). Staff also pointed out that tne COSO cn.ge Is equal to
$259.30 !'tIr square foot for the remodeling of '00 square feet. Staff concluded tnat it
is leiS expensive to build a nospital than to remodel a central office for coUccation
according to Amerit.ch. <.Isla. at 4-5).

Staff also took issue with Ameritec:h witness Quid(s determination of grass
square footage and his conclusion that 200 square feet at space is f'8C1Uired to
provision 100 square foot of collocation space. (5tllff Ex. 5.02 at 1-9). Staff ..... that
Ameriteeh is entitled to be campensated for (1) the additiONI space within the centra'
office equipment room, including nallways and CCfTidorl, nece••ary to provide a 100
square foot collocation node and (2) the costs of proViding the support space used to
prcvlde such fundions .1 heating, air conditioning, power and other mechanical
functions. Staff witness G••parin. tutiflad that, based on his experience, an additional
square footage may be required for support spaces ~ic:h is equal to 25%. Therefore,
Staff determined tnat an amount equal to '33.33 gross square fMt may be appropriate
to support 100 net square feet (Staff Ex. 6.02 at 8.9). Mr. Gasparin opined that a
gress-up of the net square foot figure is an appropriate method to recover these costs.

Staff proposed that the COBO charge should not elceed $17,300 for 100 square
feet of space, based on the RS Me.ns data. plus an allocation of shared and common
costs and the residual. (St8ff Initial Brief at 142). Staff fur1her proposed that the
annual square footage charge for rent should not exceed $20 per square foot. plul
snared and common costs and tne residual. Also, those charges snould be reduced as
appropriate based on the location in the state.

Commission Analysis and Conclusion

The Commiss6on concJudes that the overall methodology utilized by Ameriteeh
illinOIS to calculate its collocation prices is reasonable and consistent with the TELRIC
methodology set for1h in the FCC Order. Although Ameritec:h Illinois necessarily bases
Its cost on Its experiences with single tenant central offices and then reflects the
additional costs associated with pro'Jiding collocation to 8 third party in its proposed
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COlO ....a .".... chargeI. thil r•• eMail" is .....",... 8M reflects the best
prMat'\tty-tlva"'" appt'OKlmation of the total forw....oking~ that Am.itech
lIIinoil woutd inCUr If it built a multi-t.nant central offtc:e toeIay With space already
inc1ud" and rHdy for occupancy by particul.r ecnocetors.

In ctetarminin; its recumng floor space charg., Ameritech Illinois relied on per
square foot casts for cantra. office construdion r.ortea in Iwjljina Cgnstruetion Colt
QItl. IItS Means Buil;in; Conllruetion Coat QI!! utilizes present cost information to
.stimate tne square foot east of building a t...phone eXd'I.nge in the current year. It
e.timates co.ts baNd on adual report.d COlts incurred t>y ccntradors tnat nave built
tetephone exchan,_ during tne put 10 y.... RS Meanl th.n adjustl the.. figures
annuelly utilizing eu".,t cost information where .""licable. AT&T and Met's uitimat.
recommendation ,. based upon r.liance on ~iDJ <fonItruc;tiW! COlt Qtt•• wt'1ic:h is
what Ameriteen Ulinois nas utiliZed. Staff MS not Objected to itl usa. Moreover, baud
on the evidMee pr8Mnted, the Commission finds tMt IvHm COOItQ&tlon COlt Pita
provide•• proper _is for approximating the per squ.. foot cost of providing floor
space in a single-tenant central office.

ATIT and MCI'. proposal to completely diAtiow the gross-up is not supported
by tne reccrd. By eliminating the grass-up facto" they p,..•• to prevent Arneritech
Illinois from recovering a suostamial portion of the forwerd-JaokinQ costs tnat it incan.
The AT&T/MCI proposal would undercompensate Ameriteen minoi. and caUie it to
subsidize tM local sarvice offerings of it. competitors.

The use of a gross floor area figure, rather than a net uMble floor area figure, is
reasenable and consistent with industry practices. Indited, the data supplied in RS
Means publication calculates costs baseG on 9r2!! square feet of building area.
However, RS Me.ns say. nothing about the amount of gross space necessary to
support dedication of a CI1 space of '00 square feat to a collocator. Because the
space that Ameritech Winois is pricing is a collocation node that is '00 !lIS square fe.t
in SIze, the only way to utilize tne RS Means' data is to determine tne corresponding
gross square foot space required to furnisn '00 nI1 square feet of collocation space.

The other oosedions of AT&T. Mel and Staff are without merit. Ameritec:h
Illinois' calculations are b.sed on experience witnin the telecommunications industry
and are consistent with prevailing real estate standards. Staff's proposed gross-up is
Inadequate and not supported by th. evidentiary record. Mor.over, AT&T and Mel's
argument With r.spect to access to support space is incorred. The type of support
space that forms the basis of Ameritech Illinois' gross-up is space to which cotlocaters
will have access or which support funetlons necessary for provisioning of collocation
space, and collocators benefit from thosa items. They are all Integral components of a
central office, such al access halls, service equipment rooms, HVAC rooms, stairs,
elevators etc. FinaUy, based on the evidence provided by Arneritech Illinois, the
Commission finds tnat Ameritech tllinois' has appropriately taken into account any
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sIW'ed .cce.. by multiple coUocators. W. conclude that Amerttech IlIinoi.' proposal to
;ro•• up the ftoor space by 100 square 'Ht to account for cammon and support areas

is reasonable.

Nut we tum to Ameritecn illinois' etaim that its use of high ~uallty ~t.rial~ a~
construction mtIthods justify pricing floor space baNd upon the 75 percental. which IS

the highest cost percentil. in· the Means Building Construction Cost Oata guide. W.
concfude that th.r. is an inluffieiMit b.sil for this aspect of Ameritech Illinois' cost
calculation. Ameriteeh Illinois' sol. support for this claim il the opinion of its witness,
Mr. Quick. (AI Rebuttal Ex. I, p. 18). Th.... il no r.alOn to bene". that Ameritech
Illinois' CIIntral offices are constructea at a le"el of Quality any different than any other
RIOC's central offices. The Commission agrees wtth Staff, which conctudect
"Reliable industry estimates of tne cost of constructing a new C.O. indicate that this
estimate is high: (Staff Ex. 6.01, p. 2). When questiOned during hearing, Mr. Quick
acknowfedged he had no basil for comparing the construction quality of Amwiteen
cantral oMcel to ttwt of other RIOe central offices and, therefore, could not conclude
that such offices were constructed in a lower ~Uty manner to that of Ameritech. (Tr.
, 573, 1586). Thus, nettner Mr. Quick nor Ameritech n.. ",... My showing that
Ameriteeh', centra' Offices may property be termed high COlt. We will nlQUire •
recalculation of the costs based on the more realonable .ssumption of the m_an
square foot Charge. PUblished by Means.

The Commission rejects Staff's proposaf that the floor space cnarge tMI capped
at 520 per square foot per year, based on the rent tt'\at the Stete of Illinois paYI for
commercial office space in Chicago. A$ Ameritech lJIinoi, has demonstrated,
commercial office space is substantially different and Ie.. expensive than
telecommunications equipment space.

The intervenors' and Staffs objections to the COBO enarge are generally
Without merit. As we stated aartier In this decision, the general three-part methodology
adopted by Ameritech Illinois is raasonable. Therefore, it is appropriate that Ameritech
Illinois recover a separate COBO charge. AT&T and Mel's suggestion that the type of
costs being recovered through the COBO charg. have already been recovered
elsewt'lere is incorrect. As Ameritach Illinois demonstrated, the costs asSOCiatad with
the COBO charge are those inC\JrTed by AmeMteCh "'inois to accommodate the
collocating customer WIthin Its cantral offices. These costs are in addition to and
distinct from the costs of buildina the central office itself.

Altnough Staff recognizes that a separate COBO charge is proper, it also
objected to the amount of the cnarge. Staff's comparison of the COBO charge to RS
Means data relating to central office construction and hospital c:anstrudion is
misplaced. Ameritec:h Illinois dId not US8 Build;ng Construction Cost, gila in
calculatln~ its COBO charge because RS Means does not provide co,tlng information
for multiple-tenant central offices with collocation space. me modifications to i central
office necessary to acc:ommodate multiple tenants are distind costs to Ameritech
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Ulinai•. Neither ATIT n Mel nor St-" hal preaented "" evia.nca to~ the dIIta
utilized to calcul_ the COlO ch.,.. Moreover, the CommiUian rej.cts StMf's
proposa', that the COlO charg. be capped at 517,300, al unsupported by the record.

AT&T and Mel also object to the COlO charge being nOMecurring. This
objection is baNd on a fundamental rnis~ion that. subuquenl collocator will
De able te use. v.cat«:! collocation sp.ce 'without any additional work being performed
on the spaee. ",. is simply not tria cas•. each coUocator nas unique equipment and
spacing requirements and the coeo work that is performed is tailored to tho•• need•.
Moreover. tn.... is no guarantee that a v..teCS splice will be immediately occupied by
a new eoUocatar. Amerited1 illinOIS is nat required to let spee sit idly by if there is no
demand for collocation space. In such • caM, the space may be r.converted for
another use. To accept AT&T and MCI'. prapou' that the up-front COBO casts be
recove,..d over time would mean tt'lat ArMritech Illinois would not be able to recover Its
full cests if a collocator v8Cated its sfMC4I too soan.

WIth respect to the transmission node enc!o8Ute. the Commission finds that the
calculation wa. computed properly. Mr. Palmer explained that it inclUded .s a
convenience to customers certain recu"ing costs aAOCiated with the enclosure it_If.
We also consider it ~ropr;.te to en.rge on • norwecurring baais. While other
recovery metnods for these costs, such a' collecti,. recurring costs an a monthly
basis, might be reasonable in concept, Amecitech Illinois' proposed charge reflects the
most convenient recovery method based on the record in this proceeding and is
approved.

The Commission atso finds that Am.riteen Illinois' c:harges for space reservation
and ordering are reasonable and supported by the record. AT&T and Mel have offered
little more than conc/usory statements that these charges are excessive.

M. Power Consumption Charge

Amerite<:h Illinois imposes a power consumption charge to cover costs that the
elec:tric: utility imposes, as well as necessary items suc:n as back-up batterie. and
generators, and the incremental cost for ventilation. It submitted testimony and data
which it claims sup'por1 these figures.

CC/ objects to Amerit.ch Illinois' pawer consumption charge. claiming tnat it has
not supported its proposed rates. CCI claIms that its rate is unreasonable. According to
ee/ witness Pence, eCI was being cnarged $2.00 per line, per month for pO'Ner
consumption in the collocation space. (eCI Ex. 1 at 7). Mr. Pence further stated that
tMe 52 00 Cl"Iarge Is a calculation and believed that the rate was actually $7 99 per fuse
amp.

Mr. Pence stated:
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'What I did to CIIbd_ this is I went b8c:k Ind Iduafly putled • bill from
Ameritech and that tMll brMkS dOwn each pieea part chIlrg'l, and included in thenI was
for. digitliloop carrier, WQ 110 ti~1 the 17.99. And ~ understanding~ talking
with Ameritech that 1eo is the r.t,ng, the fuse amp rat,n; on thllt equIpment that
amounts to, I don't have a calculator ner. in front of me, but t"at digita. loop carrier
equIpment handl.s 672 lines.

So if I take the 180 times the $7.99 and divide that by 672. you adually get,
S2.,5 or $2.1., or something like thal" (Tr.1537.'538).

During cro.. .-minetion of Ameritech witness Quick regarding the power
consumption charge. that were identified and ."r••Nd by Mr. Penat, Mr. Quide
stated that ne was unaware at the power ~sumptioncharg... (Tr. '616).

In response to the power con.umption charg••, Ameritech witne. Palmer
justified t"e cnar;es by expl8ining tNt the charge not only indudea power
consumption, but also inctudU the cost at generators, rectifiers, batter'es and air
conditioning. He furth.r e••ir1. that, in calculating the per line charges, eel should
divide the total power coati by the total circuit C8PK1ty available nlther than dividing
only by the number of cil'Ct.litl Ct'OSI-eonnected. (At Ex. 3.1 at 31-39). Mr. Quick also
discusses the charges for mechanicall, elec:triC81 and air conditioning, but related thote
charges to the COBO charge and not the power ccnsumption charges. (At Ex. i.O at
17 & 23).

Staff pointed out that ""'fluant to Ameritec:h's power consumption enarges, a
new LEe could be charged S480.oo per square foot per y••r for power. (Staff Ex. 6.02
at 10). Staff suggested that the power consumption charges should be based on usage
and not per-circ:uit capacity of the equipment located in tM cage. (Tr. 211').
Regarding the power consumption charges, Staff proposed that Ameritech should be
directed to recalculate tno•• charges and eith.r provide a cost on a per.unit basi.,
whIch is measured for the power consumed, or reduce the charge to a square foot
basis, which closely mirrors its actual charges. (!sa.

Commission Analysi. and Conclusion

we c::eneIude tf't8t. Ametitech Illinois nas failed to justify the 'evel of its power
consumption cNM'g". We note that when Mr. Palmer analyzed the power consumption
cnarges paid by Sprint and AT&T. he concluded that these companies paid a cost
eqUivalent to about 10.25 per lene. (Tr. 504) Thus eel is paying a price that is eIght
times greater tnan tn. price otner competitive carriers are paying for power. W. direct
Amefltecl"llliinois to reCIIlculate the charges along th. lin•• suggested by Stllff.

On a separate matter, we note the testimony of Mr. Pence regarding enarges
assessed by Ameritech Illinois when loops are not available to meet competitors'
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r.-que.tl. Wa find the record on thil matter to be insuffteient to render a decision. We
suggest that eel fila • up..... complaint for inv.stigation of thil i.lue.

N.. Common Transport

Position af Ameritech Illinois

In the course of tnis p~n;, Ameritech Illinois proposed to offer t"'r..
interoffice transport options: 1) dedicated interoffice tnlnspott; 2) snared transport; and
3) Snared Compllny Transport. A£ described by Mr. O'Brien, dedicated transport
provide. an interoffice transmission facility that il deCtiQted to a sing'e provider,
Shared tr.naport provides a ded'cated tra"lmission facility which two or more carr.ers
agree to snaref with tN prica paid by e8Ch C*Tier being a function of how many
carrier. agree to share a given facility. Under Shared Company Transport, carriers
may obtain shared transport services making u.. crf ..icatad facilities shared with the
Company. Under thiS option, a carrier can specify any number of trunks up to. tot., of
23 to be adivated be~en any two Ament.., CIffI... Tho.. carr'.. can pay for
these facilities based on either a fl_ monthly ch8rg41 that is 1124th of a OS1 rate for
each trunk or under a usage-sensitive option.

Ameriteen Illinois contends t".t tt'Mtre ia no re.' dilfl»Ule eonc:aming the
adequacy of thes8 options. Tn. re.' dispute in this~..ding d.... with whether the
Company is obligated to offer a sO-<:alllled ~common transpon- option. The Commisaion
has also reviewed this option in the Chedtlist procHding, Dodeet 96-040..

Ameritech Illinois takes the politiOf' tnat common transport is not a networ1t
element and is tnerefor. nat required to be off.red a. part of its unbundled local
SWitching. It says that the common transport option sought by AT&T, Mel, and
WorldCom amounts to undifferentiated use of the public switch network where such
transport is not unbundled, is not dedicated to a canier, and like other services, is
comprised of multiple functionalities.

It claims that the Teleccmmunications Act defines a network element as "facility
or equipment used to proVIde telecommunications service. A network .Iement also
Includes features. functions. and capabilities tnat are provided by sucn facilities or
equipment. , . ". (AI Ex. 2.' at 8). It further states that. in order to obtain a "feature,
function or capability" as a network element. the requesting carrier must designate a
discrete facility or equipment in advance for a period of time. The Company cJalms that
this definition requires access to a particular facility or equipment. Ameritech witness
0'Brien stated:

"It does not support an Interpretation that a requesting carrier can purchase
undifferentiated access to network capabilities. without purchasing access to a
particular facility or equipment used to provide telecommunications service." 19.
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Ameritech UUnai. claim. that obtaininG on d."."d undifferentiated usage of tM
functions and c._itltie. of the public switched network is the purchaSe of a service,
nat aceess to a netwen element. It further states that the FCC noted:

"When interexc:twnp carriers pYrchase unbundled elements from incumtlents,
they are not purchasing exchange access s8fVice, They are pYrena'in; • different
product, and that product is the right to exclusive acee•• or u.e of the enti,.. element."
AI ex. 2.1 at 9. It cite. 47 C.F.R. I 51.317 which define. unbundled local tranSQOn as
"transmission fadtiti•• dedicated to • particular customer or carrier, or shar.d by more
than one customer or carrie"'. Am.riteen argue. that nothing in this definition
contemplates the common transpan options sought by the IXC•.

Ameritec:h 'IUnois further contends that common transport, al described by the
lXCs and others in thi' proceeding, IS not consistent with Section 271 (c)(2)(v). It claims
that. based on thil fund8mental premise of the section, tocal transport mUlt be
unbundled from switching or other services. (Id. at 11).

The Company .rps tNtt common transport arrangements proposed by the
IXCs pose no risk of underutilization of the network in contra.t with the FCC's view of
network Itements .1 giving purchasers tne rig"t to exclusive access or use of an entire
e'ement (FQC Order, 1t358).

Moreover, Ameritec:h illinois states the Commission should continue to defer this
issue to the FCC and. in the interim, approve its tanffs. \Nhen the FCC resofves this
issu., Ameriteen will make modifications to its tariff, If necessary.

Finally. Amerit,eh disputes the c:cncem of Staff and AT&T that 'XCs may nave to
construd expensive rouling tables to send access traffic to new LEes using the
transport options. It takes the position that IXCs rout. traffic today for popular business
services such as MegaCom, whIch used dedicated connections between a customer
and an IXC, Since access traffic can be scr.ened to utilize Meg,Com-type services.
the same tec:nnology could obviously be used to route access traffie to new LEes.

Position of Staff

Staff contends that common transport is a network element based on the FCC
Order and the Ad's definition of a network elemlnt. (Staff Ex. 6.0 at "). Staff further
pointed out that the FCC Order requires incumbent LEe. to provide ac:cess to
intercffice transmission facilities, which inclUdes common transport. (.!sL. at , 2).
Because common transport is used in thl transmission and provisioning of service,
Staff contends that common transport must be a network element. Staff further .rgues
that no technical constraints exist whic:n would prevent Ameritech from providing
access to common transport. On the other hand, it argues that there are technical
concerns which may preclude an IXC from using the transport options currently offered.
Staff cites to its cross-examination of AT&T witness Sherry, where he testified that
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where a ULS provider purcha..s a trunk pot't and dMicated transport, the IXC then
must make routing deci.ions II to whether to route acrOis Ameritech access serviC8S
or to the IXC's dediCllted transport and dedicated trunk port b••ed on the dil'. digit. Mr.
Sherry claimed that thil kind of routing would be similar to that prelcribed for long-term
numtMIr portability, and coulCi take at least two year. to implement

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and Mel stll. that Am.ritech ha. failed to ~rovide common transport as I
network element, tn..eby giving carrier. tl"te abttity to send traffic over trunks with it or
any other carrier I and to be cnarged on a ~r minute-of-u.. bIIsi. for that traffic.

They noted that durin; AT&T's arbitration ~roc:eeding with Ameriteen, Company
witness Mayer specifically stated that "Ameritec:h'. common transport is, by definition,
shared by all us.rs of tne network, a. well a. by Ameritech it..W." (AT&T Ex. 7.0 at 3
14). AT&T,· therMore, did not Itst common transport. an unresolved iMU8 in tn.
arbitration proceeding. U4. at , 6-20). In November 1996. as the nitration prOCHding
came to • closa, Ameritec:h reneged on its commitment. (!£. at 15-20).

AT&T and MeI not. that common transport is an essentia' network elet'r*1t
whrcn is vita' to the viability of tne Platform. They stress tNIt common tranaport as
defined by Staff and all Interv.nors is technically feasible. (Tr. 1722-1724). Anwitec:h
*8. ordered to proyide the Platform {cansisting of the unbundled loop, the networX
interface device, local switching, snared (i.e., common) transport and dedicated
transport, signaling and call-related data baHS. and tandem switching) by the FCC in
its Order and by this Commission in our WholesaleJPlatform Order in Do~... 95
0458/95..053. AT&T and Mel stress the importance of the Platform a. a market entry
deVIce that is ~ref.rabl. to resale because it allows a CLEC to differentiate its offerings
from those of Ameriteeh. and to charge rates that are competitive with the ILEC. (AT&T
Ex. 7.0 at 28).

AT&T and Mel centend that the Company's transport ~roposals violate the Ad
and the FCC Order. They comment tt1at the FCC Order require. ILEes, including
Amerlteet'1, to "provide interoffice transmiSSion facilities on an unbundled basis to
requesting carriers." (FCC Order ~ 439). Further. the FCC stated that "sed/on
251 (d)(2)(8) [of the Act) requ,red inCJmbent LEes to provide access to snared
Interoffice facilities and dedicated interoffice facilities." (FCC Order ~ ~7). The FCC
Order cleany explained the difference between "exclusive use" and "shared use" of
network elements, thereby clarifying that shared faciliti.s would encompass common
transI'ort and conclusively established common transport as a network element. FCC
Order 11 258. The FCC rules also established unbundled shared transport (27 C.F.R.
§51.319(d)(2)(i» and set proxy rates for snared transport on a minutes-of-use blsis.
§51.513(4}; FCC Order 11822.
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ATIT co".,. that common transport is an~ ...ment and identifi.s the
FCC statement regarding transport tnat states:

"For some ...ment., .speciany the loop, the r.que.ting carri.r will purchase
exelusive aceaS. to the • ...".nt for a specific ~oa, such I' I monthly ba.il. Carri.rs
seeking other .lements, especially shared facilities such I' common transport, .re
essentially purchasing acce•• to a functionality of the incumbent's facilities on a
minute-by-minute basis. II (FCC Order 11258; AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 2).

AT&T respondl to Ament.en's contention that common transport is not a
network element beCaU.. it c:ornbines fundionatities, by re.enc;ng other unbundled
local switching elements that also combine fundlon.lities. ATIT give. examples for
local switching whic:n .'so :nclUde signaling and datllbases. It further points out
Signaling which also require. associated links and signal transf.r points. Further,
AT&T cites Sedion 251 (c)(3) which makes explicit that:

"An incumbent local exchange carrier shall provide such unbYndled networK
elements in a manner that al/ows reque.ting carriers to combine such "ements in order
to provide sud"l telecommunications service". (Id. at 4-5).

AT&T and Mel cont.nd that Amerit.chls unbundled Ioc::al transport (·UL'r) t8liff
is inconsistent with the FCC Order and tha common understanding of shlll'8d transport.
They refer to Amaritech's shared transport proposals as nothing more than an option to
purcl"lase dedicated transport. First. Ameritech's own tariff states that its "Shared
Carrier" option defines "shared transport" as "dedicated to 8 group of two or more
carriers." Moreover, its "Shared Company" option is nothing more than an option to
purchase dedicated transport down to a OSO level. It will not make available the full
functionality of its transport facilities witn a ClEC and ClEC traffic will not be carried
over Its existing. switcned network. but on dedicated facilities.

They point to the fact that the Indiana and Ohio Commiuions already have
reQuired Ameritech to provide shared/common transport on a per-minute of use basis
as part of the AT&T/Ameritech Interconnection Agreements. (AT&T Ex. 7.0 at 29).
Further, the Mid'\igan Commission ordered Ameritech to proYlde common transport that
could be shared by both new entrants and Ameriteen. (Id.). The Wisconsin
Commission has also ruled that Ameritec:h provide common transport as a network
element. (islat .9).

AT&T and Mel also listed numerous flaws and inefficjencies in Amerit.chls
shared transport proposals. For example, Its proposalI result in the unnecessarily
duplication of facilities. (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 18). Further, its transport proposals would
cause congestion and a single point of failure for ClEC calls at tne tandem switch.
(AT&T Ex 8.0 at 22-23). Finally, they note that Am.ritech's transport proposals are
prohibitively expensive and make a ClEC's use of the platform economically
impossible. (Mel Ex. 1.0 at 18; Mel Ex. 2.2P at ~9-50).
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For an of the.. r••sons. AT&T and Mel argue th.. Amerited't should be required
to undert•• a COlt study for true common transport. and to provide common transport
al a network element on a minute-of-use ba.is. Until the Commission adopts a
permanent rate for common tl'llnspott, they recommend that the Commis.ion approve
AT&T witness Webber's propoMCI interim of 10.001304 per minute of use, based upon
r'tis analysis of Ameritech's local transport and termination TELRIC•.

Wandea",

WortdCom SUites that tn. FCC Order uHS common transpor1 and shared
t,.."sport interchangeably and reoconize. common tranapon .. a networic "emenl
Also1 it points to the FCC Order at ~58 rllQ8f'ding common transport being a network
element.

WorldCom further indieattld that a number of FCC provisions provide for this
transport option. The Company states that the.. inctude the definition of the ULS to
include all future. and functions, including functions integra' to call routinG.
WorldCom further contends that, because the ULS provides its purchasers a right to
use the switcnes' call routing instructions, it also must include the right to use the
network to wf'Iich they point. Also, WorldCom state. that the FCC defined the UlS to
inclUde trunk pons .1 a shared resource of the switch, no dm.em than the switching
matrix itself. (WorldCom Ex. '.3" 14-16). Its witness Gillan further pointed out th8t lit
least five RaOes offer a common transport option which include Pacific B.U,
Southwestem Sell, Ben Atlantic:, Sell South, and NYNEX. (]g. at 16).

Commi.sion Analysis and Conclusion

w. conc:h,~. that Ameritectl lliinols II required by the Act and the FCC
regulations to !,rovide unbundled local transport to requesting ~ers. Unbundling of
local transport/interoffice transmission faCilities is required under Section 251 (c)(3),
and It is a separate "competitive checklist" item under Section 27'. (47 U.S.C.
§271 (c){2){B}(v». The FCC concluded that -incymbent LEes mUlt provide interoffice
transmIssion facilities on lin unbundled basis to requesting carriers." (FCC Order ,
439)

The FCC in its regulations has defined interoffice transmission facilities as
follows.

[I)ncumbent LEC transmission faciliti.. dliiat,q to a
pan'cut. cystomer or carrier. Sl! ,bared by more than one
customer or carrier. that provide telecommunications service
between wire centers owned by incumbent LEes or
requesting telecommunications carriers, or between
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switc:htts owned by incumbent LEes or requesting
telecommunications carriers.
(.7 C.F.R. I 51.319(d».

Ameritech lIIinoil is further required to provide, in addition to .xclusive use of
dedicated interoffice transmission facilities, "us. of the fHtU"", fundions and
capabilities of interoffice transmission facHities sh••d by more than one customer or
carrier" and to provide "all technically feasible transmission faciliti.s, features,
functions and capabilities thlt tt'\e requesting telecommunications carrier CDuld use to
provide telecommunications '.Nices." ( 47 C.F.R. IS' .3'9(d)(2».

As is the cas. with aU networtc elements, the FCC's regulations provide that an
incumbent LEe -shan not impose limitations, restridions, or requirements on requests
for, or the use of, unbundled network elements that would impeir the ability of •
requesting ·telecommunications carner to offer a telecommunications service in the
manner the requesting telecommunications camer intends.- (47 C.F.R. § 51.309(8)).

This Commission agree. with Wcr\dCom, AT&T, MCI and swr and finds that
Ameritech Illinois' position on shared transport is inconsistent with the FCC's Order and
with the common understanding of shared transport, and would raise yet another
barrier to entry by new compeUlors. Tne FCC, first of all, pleinly contemplated the
provisiOl'l of common transport by the incumbent local eXchange carriers. Discussing
its concept of unbundled elements as physical facilities of the network ta;.th.r with trte
features, functions, and capabilities associated with those facilities, the FCC oblerved:

For some elements, especially the loop, the requesting carrier will purchase
exclusive access to the element for a specific period. such as on a monthly basis.
Carriers seeking other elements, especially shared 'Iemties such as common transport,
are essentially purcha.ing access to a functionality of the Incumbent's facilities on a
minute-by-minute basis. (FCC Order' 258).

Moreo",.r, in its mOlt recent Order and Rules on tne implementation of the local
competrtion provisions of tn, Federal Act of '996, tn. FCC clearly identified shared
transport as transmission facilities snared by more than one carrier, including the
Incumbent LEe. (Se., FCC Third Order on Reconsideration at Appendix A, Section
5' .31 9(d)(1 )(ii».

Th. FCC's remarks correspond to the common understanding of tne term, and
confirm that shared/common transpoM is a network element required to be unbundled
to satisfy tne requirements of Section 251 (c){3).

Ameritech does offer an altemative, but it too is inconsistent with the Act.
Ameritech Illinois has stated two alternatives: its "Snared Company" option and its
"Shared Carrier" option. Both of tnese options amount to nothing more than vanations
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of dedicated trwtlport. First. as defined in Ameriteen'. tMff, Amentech's Shared
Carrier option define. snared transport al "dedicated to a GrOUP of two or more
earners" who, .. a;roup, must order an entire facility. Under Amerltech's new "Shared
Company Transport" offering, a requelting CLEC can purenal. I 08·1 or larger trunk
under tn. same terms as let forth in Ameritech's original Shared Canier Transport
proposal. In otner words, tM CLEC CM purcNIsa dedle.ted transport fKilities and, if It
enooHs, .snare thOse fKilitle, with other ClECs. Ameritech would also allow a CLEC
to order up to 23 OS-o level trunkl on a 09-1 trunk between two Arneritech end offices.
The DS-o transport facilities would be dedicated to the CLEC and would have to
terminate at bottl ends on dedicated trunk ports separately purChased by the CLEC. tf
the CLEC dea;r. men than 23 such trunk" it would be reqUired to order a dedicated
OS·, facility. The ClEC would pay for the trunk ports at a flxed mOf"thly rate of 1/24'"
of the OS·1 trunk port charge far eact'l acti"ated trunk. Th. CLEC would also pay for
the transpon at either (I) • flat rate per adivated trunk equal to 1124- of tM 05-1
monthly rate or (ta) a uHQe sensiti"e rate baaed on minute. of use.

The Commission finds that Ameritech's ULT propoMl i, inconsistent w1th the
FCC Order and with the commOf"l understanding of shared transport. The Commilsion
views Am.rited'll. new proposal as simply an option to purcha.. dedicated transport
down to a circuit-by-circuit, or 05-0, le....l, and nClt an option to purchase true sn-.d
transport. The Commission not.. that Ameritech witn... Gebhardt,""s described its
modified propo__ "SIIIIiII1Itl transport servicel It I••• tn.n the 05-1 1..,.1."
Ameriteeh Ex. ' .•, p.• ("""'1' added). As with its orilinal ULT proposal, Ameritech
will not make Iv.'.le the full functionality of its transport facilities with a ClEC and
CLEC tre1fic INtI! not be awned over Amerlteen's existing, switched network, but only by
discrete, dedicated facilities.

Moreover, the Commission finds that both of Amentech's UlT offerings sLAter
from several engin••ring and aciminiltration deficiencies. Rather than allOWing for the
shared us. of existing capacity on in-place facilitie., Amerited'\ is reccmmending that
CLEes design, engine.r and build wnat amount to ~r.llel interoffice networks just to
achieve Interoffice ccnnedion needed to allow for UbiqUitous organization and
termination of tneir customers' traffic The CLEC would also ha"e to engineer its
network WIthout the benefit of any t"Hstoncal traffic data. The Commission is also
troubled by the fact that Amerlteen's transport proposals would cause congestion and a
Single point of failure for CLEC calls at th. tandem switcn. Tandem switches were not
deSigned to nandle this traffic: congestion. (AT&T Ex. 8.0, pp. 22-23). The Commission
furTner notes that Ameritec:h's transpor1 proposals would amount to prohibitively
expensive transport. m.king UNEs an undeSirable entrant plan. A CLEC uSing
Amentech's verIion of sh....d transport to provision the platform would effectively nave
to pay for dedicated transport from eacn Ameritech end office - 265 in Illinois - to
prO't'ISlon Its parallel network. (AT&T EJc. 7.0. p. 23),

we at.o conclude that Ameritecn Illinois' positions, partieulany as expressed in
its Brief on Exceptions, are Inconsistent with prior Commission Orders, inclUding our
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discussion fJltM tr.,.itint itaUe in Docket _ A8-OOI (Arbitration Cecisicm in Cocket
96 AB..oo& at 1.). we note that in this proceeding AmeritllCh Illinois witneu O'8rien
expressed AmerftllCh Illinois' commitment to include a transiting featura in its End
Office Integration T.Iff, which would describe the features, terms and conditions as
wetl • prices for the HtVica. (AI Ex. 2.1 at 21). We dired Ameriteeh Illinois to include
transiting 11Iftgu8Qe in its compliance ..iff ...d j:troviH sypporting COlt studies.

We conclude that -common transport- al used in this proceeding is synonymous
'Ntt" what the FCC also r.r. to .. -shared transport.- ",.."ing the shared UN of the
incumbent lEe', interoffic. network including the ""ed UN of the existing routing
instructions in the switch. Acc:ardingfy, we direct Amerltech tllinoi, to file a tariff and
suPpcrtin9 cast study for common or -sha,..d- transport in IICCOrdance with aur findings
harein. within .s days of entry of this order.

w. sna" est~lish an interim rate for sh8f8d or common tran.port equiv...nt to
$0.0134 p.r minute of use as suggested by AT&T witneu weDber. Although we
reeognize that his catQJlation was based on certain common and snared cost aUocatian
adjustm.nts which we have not adopted, we ..... wi'" WorktCam tNt it is euential
that Amerit.ch minois make the shared transport offering availabl. immediately. We
note that a usage sensitive rete, al was propoMd by Mr. Webber, ha. been specific.lly
endorsed by the FCC over the sama objections Ameritec:h IIUnail has raised here.
Finally, since Ameritech Illinois has been quite ze.tous in ,..ilting the notion of
providing common transport, Mr. Webber's propoSed interim rate is the onty rate
presented in this record.

o . OIlDA Customized Routing

AT&T/Mel

On an issue directly linked to the provision of shared transport, AT&T and MCI
funher oDserve that Ameriteen should be reqUired to provide customized routing by
class of call. including CYstomized routIng of OS and DA, as a standard offaring, since
the two offerings (shared transport and customized routing) utilize the identical
technology. They referenced Mr. O'Brien's testimony, who indicated tnat Ameritee:n
Intends to require CLECs to resort to a time consuming, burdensome and costly BFR
process to obtain customized routing by class of call wt'le" a ClEC orders more than
25 line class codes in a switch. (Tr. 1441-42).

They label this qualification as unreasonable, given the fact that Ameritech
concedes that technology required for customized routing of OS/DA is the same
ted'lnology used when a CLEC subscribes to Ameritech's versian of "shared"'dedicat.d
transport - the use of line class codes. (Tr. 1~11 1730-31). They contend that 25 line
class codes rarely. if ever, will be sufficient to accomplilh selective routing of calls to
AT&rs OS/OA platform - one of the primary uses to which AT&T would put custom
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routinG. AT&T' eapenence ha determinect customized routing of eSIDA will require
~rCDim.tely IQ Itne cl... codes per switch. (AT&T Ell. 8.1 at .2).

Itosition of AfMrttHh illinois

Ameriteeh Illinois ..... 1M! it offers customiZed routing of eSIDA traffic without
requiring a BFR process where the numb.r of line clas. cades to be utilized by the
purcha... of ULS doel not uCHd 25. It further contends tn-t, while AT&TIMCI argue
that 25 line class codes is nat an ad__ullte num., they appear to be confulin; the
number of line cIa•• code' "....d In the context of UlS for the number needed in the
context of resa'e, where additional line ct... code• .,.. necesaary if • cam.. is to
custom reute OS/DA traffic with • full menu of resold Hl'Vicas. In itl Reply Brief, the
Company further states that if their pOlition should prove to be correct in the future that
additional line class codes are needed in tne context of UlS. then it will revise upward
the number of line c1••s cacfel Which will be considered part of. standard order where
• purena••r will not have to u.e the IPR procell.

The Commission rejects Ameritec:h's pr~1 to requirw CLECs to resort to a
Bona Fide Request ("8"''') process to obtain customized rautlng by ctals of call when
a elSe orde,. mer. tnan 25Une cI.ss code. in • switch. This would most likely apply
if a C8rrier wi."ed to have the OS and DA calls of its customers routed to it. own
OS/OA platform.

The FCC's regulations provide tnat Ameritectl is required to provide requesting
carners With "nondiscriminatory access· to "local IWitd'!ing capability," w"ich include•
.any tecl"lnically feaSible customized routing functions provided by the switch," (47
CF R. § 51,319). The FCC stated (at ~536) that Incumbent LEes are reC1uired "to t"e
extent technically feasibl., to provide cystomized routing, which would include such
routing to a competitor's operator services or directory assistanee platform,"

Amerit.ch has made no .ffort to demonstrate that it has provid~ C\Jstomiz.ct
routing of operator seNicesldirectory assistance traffic to the extent suen routing is
technically feasible. As noted abov., the only limitation on Ameritech's obligation to
prOVide customized routing is technical feasibility, The FCC has required RIOCs to
prove tecl"lnical infeasibility of customized routing "in a p2lr1icu'ar switch" and by "clear
and convincing evidence." (FCC Order 11 18; 47 C.F.R. § 51.3'5(e». TM Commission
recognizes tnet an ILEe is required to make modlflcatlon. to its network to
accommodate new entrants and the requirements of competition. (FCC Order ~ 202).

For ULS, Ameritec:h a.rifled that its offer to provide customized routing on II

standard basis applies to all purchasers of UlS making normal requests for customized
routing Involving 25 or fewer line class codes. In Instances where the use of more than
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25 line ct... cedi' 'I requntld, lCCDt'ding to Atnlritec:h's propoul, IUch requelts will
continua to be hnlea through the BFR process.

The Commission finds AtMritec:tl's contention of technical inf•••ibility highly
Questionable in light of tn. flld that customized routing of OSIDA traffIC il tecnnically
identical to th. cultcmizecl routing inherent in itl Shared Carrier Transport and Shared
Company Transport proposals.

Moreo".r, Ameritae:t'l has allo offered no sup~rt for its planning assumption
that I••s than 25 n". cla•• cedes are required per UlS custom.r. In fact. the evidence
presented at n••ing indicated that this assumption is f.,•• and carriers like AT&T will
require more thin 25 line class cod.. fer robust service offllrings such a. OSIOA.
(AT&T Ex. 8.' I p. 42). As a r••utt. Ameritech's custom routing offer that is limited to 25
line class codes is essentially equivalent to no standara offer custom rcuting at all. Tne
Commission rejedS this limitation.

In itS Brief on Exceptions AmetitlCh Illinois indicated its intention to provide
customized routing of OSIDA traffic: on a st.,dardized balis to purchasers of UlS
without a 25 line class cede restriction.

III. UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING

This proceeding invoJves consideration of Ameritech Illinois' tariff, filed witl"l tne
Commission on September 23, 1997. ~i1. that tariff has bHn dismissed by
agreement of the parties, an updBted version is attached to Mr. O'8rien', testimony
and, together with that testimony, forms tne basis for tne Commission's consideration of
the Company's offering of UNEs; ULS; end office integration; acce•• to potes, conduits,
and rights-of-way; collocation services; unbundled tandem switching; unbundled
dlreeto~ assistance; unbYndled operator seNices; access to unbundled Signaling
System 7; access to unbundled 800 database: access to L1DB database; and
unbundled interoffl.C8 transport.

Amenteeh tllinois· Position

Ameritech Illinois pornts out that the Access Charge Reform Order resolves all
interstate issues with respect to whether incumbent LEes can access CCl and RIC
charges in connection with ULS. Since the FCC's order beeame effective on June 17,
1997 the transition period permitting such charges new is ended and Ameriteen will
comply and will not impose a eCL or RIC charge.

With resped to which carrier bills and collects access charges under its
proposals, Amemach discusses two different configurations. Under the first, a
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purd'l_r luoacribel to ULS Met UI8I one t:1f itl three dadlCAlted trll"."on options.
Under this sc:enatio, the ULS purchaHr billl an local switching W\CI trIInlpott rIIte
ltements to the txC and rewins the revenues. Con.iltent with the FCC's Access
Charge Reform Order. Ameriteen wUl not bill interstate eel and RIC enarges and will
not bill 5uen cnarges on • intrastate b11lis either.

Ameritech Illinois contends that different rate treatment should apply if 'XCs use
its public switch network (what the IXC's rflfer to al the "common transport- option) to
originate or terminate the ealls to end use,. lerved by a carrier which IYbscribes to
ULS. UnCle' this second configuraUon, the Company centends that the IXC is
subscribed to its switched accelS ~ic:e. Therefore, it contends it should bill tha IXC
for standard, Fa.ture Group 0 ac:cess cnqe. for both originating and terminating
traffic and will not bill the carrier purchasing UL.S any ULS charge. in connadion with
tnat traffic. FuM..., the camer will not bill the IXC at all, since it is not involved in tha
tranlpan or termination of the call.

Amerttech lUinoi. "'pi that its position on carrier acce.. charges under the
sec:cnd ccnfjgurat;on is consi"'nt with the lett.r and the intent of the Ad. ULS
purchasers snould not be entitled to aileSI accesl charges where Ameritech Illinois,
and not the UlS purchaser, In fact provides the access service over its facUlties.
Ameriteen argue. that it was clearly not the intent of the Act or the FCC Ord.!! to re
define existing seNices. Ameritec:h fu"",er conteNts tMt the FCC does not address the
issue of miXing UNEs and services, such as SWltcned access saNice. FurttMtr, it
argues that WorldCam's pOlition with respect to -shared- trunk ports does not mandate
a different approach. Ameritech points out tnat in the Access Ch8rge Reform Order,
the FCC ordered lhat all trunk part costs be removed from the local switchin; element
and become either dedicated or per-minute of-use rate elements associated with lhe
access trunk. Accordingly. WorldCom's position that the ULS rate element includes a
share of trunk port costs cannot be correct on a going-forward basis.

Finally, Ameriteen Illinois argues that the Commission's Wholesat. Order did not
decide the specific access enarges issues that are being addressed in this proeeeding.
The Company contends that no party had developed a position on what forms of
transport could be associated wiU'l the ULS platform in that proceeding, or what the
aecess charge implications would be. Ac:cordingly, It is simply wrong to argue that the
CommiSSion already has resolved this Issue.

AT&T and Mel

AT&T and MCI opine that Amerltech's ULS offering violates the Act and the FCC
Order because it deprives CLECs of the use of all features. function. and capabilities
of the switch, including the righ1 to provide orig;nating and terminating access seNices
for interstate, Intrastate and 800 calls. and the right to usa all fundionalitles of the
SWitch Without engaging in a laborious Switch Feature Request process, and imposes
excessive Charges for use of the ULS element.
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They quote from the FCC Order, which state. that I CLEC purchlsing the
unbwn~d Iccal SWitd'ling element nas tne rignt to m.e UM of thet element to the
rnDimum.om pea",". The FCC Order defines UlS to inctuae HUN-side and trunk
side facilities plus III feature., functions, and caflabilities of the switch". (FCC Order ~
"12). The FCC clriied thlt when a ClEC purcha.es the ULS .'ement, it obtains
access to all of the above futures, functicns and capabilities on a per line basis.
(0_ on RlS9nSid!!Jl!i9", 11 11).

AT&T and Mel further note tnat thil Commission (in its Order in Docket 95
~5810531 at 65) alreedy na. also determined tnat the UlS purcha.er - and not
Ametitech - will provide exchllng4t access when it serve. end users.

Contrary to theM cle.r FCC and ICC mandates. AT&T and MCI note that
Ameritee:n nevertneless hal conditioned the right of a ULS lubscnDer to provide
exchange acces. services - unquestionably I ,..ture, function or capability of the
switch - and receive revenues therefrom upon tne Ameritec:h-imposed requirarnent that
tna CLEC routes the traffic that would use exchange access over I dedicated trunk port
facility within the local switch. (AT&T Ex. '.1 at 27). Purch... at this additional
dedicated trunk port (or portion thereof) facility Is, of cou..... conveniently part Md
parcel of Ameriteenls version of "shared" transport.

They summ.rize that Ameritec:hls pOlition erroneously prelumes, nO'Mtver', that
!! is tne one authorized to determine wt1ett'ler or not the CLEC can provide originating
and terminating access service and receive tha associated access enarges. Ameriteen
has itself determined that if the CLEC purenasas tha ULS .'ement and a dedicated
trunk port the CLEC provide. the exchange access service and colleds the revenues
frem the IXC. If, however, the CLEC purchases the ULS a'.ment, including a line-side
port, a trunk-Side port and usage, but doe. not also purchase a dedicated trunk-side
port and trunk, then Ameritec:h claims that the switching function must be considered
part of its switched access service, for which Ameritech is entitled to charge lhe IXC.
regardless of the fad that the call is originated by or terminated to an end us.r
customer of tha CLEC. (MCI Ex. '.0 at 16-17).

Ameriteen theorizes that since the ULS purchaser is not assessed a usage
charge under this sc:anario, it has no basis for claiming it can provide originating or
termInating access service. (AI Ex. 2.0 at 27-28; AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 8). AT&T and MCI
contend that Ameritech is simply wrong. Amenteen is not entitled to charge access
c:narges to IXCs when IXC traffic: is originated on or terminated to the ClEC's ULS
element. Indeed. such a compensation scheme would violate the colt-based pricing
mandates of Section 2S2(d). (Met Ex. 1.0 at 15-17; Mel Ex. 2.2P at 43-44).

In fact, MCI and AT&T contend that the FCC foreclosed precisely What
Amentecn IS trying to do by defining the ULS element to inc:tuda the "line-side and
trunk-side facilities plus the features, functions and capabilities of the switch." FCC
Order 1l4'2 (emphasis added). While both line-side and trunk-side functionality must
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be avail.'. in order to -=compIilh the switching function, tr'te FCC nowhere limited the
trunk-side functionaUty that II.!Cs must provide a. part of the UlS netWOrtc element
only to dedi trunk port facilities. To the contrary, in dlscu.sing rill.. for ULS in it.
FCC Order, FCC strenllY supstad ag.inst limiting the ULS network element to I
dediQlted trunk port. (FCC Order 11 110: AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 2t). Moreover, in itl First
Or.r on Reconsideration, the FCC included trunk portl in it. list of "riffle sensitive
components of the local switching element." (First Order "" 8Icqn.idlf ltion, 1T 6).

AT&T and Mel obUtVe that Ameritecl'l witne.s O'Brien WIIS forced to concede
the ab.urdity elf Ameriteen'l position on eros' examination. He admitted that
regardless of the fact that the UlS puren_r alrlllldy ha. purchased a trunk-side port
and is providing the switening function for all calls to and from it. end users, Ameriteen
still contend. it somehow "'a. the rignt to perform the .witching fu"dian for and retain
revenu.. from local exchange acces. servica provided for calls originated by and
terminated to end users of the CLEC unless that ClEC allO pUrd'\ases I dedicated
trunk port ~nd cultom rauting. (Tr. 1373-93).

They claim tn8t Mr. O'Brien .'.0 canced~ that under its ULS proposal,
Ameritach would doubte-rKover the cost of the line port on interstate catls - once fram
the IXC through switched access charges and agalin from the CL.EC through 1M ULS
charge. (Tr. 1396-98). He was forced to admit that Amwitech would also double-
recever tne full cast of the trunk port - onca from the el!C t and again through
switcned access charge. from IXCs for the origination and termination of both interstate
and intrastate calls. (1r. 1367-S9, '374-75; MCI ea. 2.2P at 52-53).

In sum, AT&T and Mel conclude tnat Ameritech may not restrict the services it
offers to UN! purchasers, inc1uding ULS and/or platform purchasers. (FCC Order ~
292). A ULS !'urena.er is entitled to provide the switching function and be
compensated for it, in aU Giles. The ClEC, not Ameritec:h, pro¥idel the local switching
for exchange access traffic to originate or terminate calls to or from its customers, and
both the FCC and this Commission explicitly have granted the UlS pur~as.r tne right
to provide those services and collect those access charges.

AT&T and MCI rebut Amerrtech Illinois' concerns as to the technical feas,bility of
providing billing information to CLECs in order for them to bill IXCs for terminating
access under Staff's and InteNenors' definition of common/shared transport As AT&T
witness Sherry testified on cross examination. It indeed IS ted'\nically feasible for
Amerltec:h to provide information to elECs on it daily and monthly basis sufficient to
allow ULS SUbscribers to billlXCs terminating carrier access charges. In fact, several
RBDes eit".r have agreed ¥oluntanly to or have b.en ordered by state commissions to
provide such information.
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WortdCom wilnaa Gitt." identifies tnr.. components of switched access
servica: the loop, the local switch, and the transport to and from tn. local switch. For
several years, the FCC nas regaresect tn. loop/local switcning and the transport as
separate access compo"ent.. The ya.t majority of access et'\aro•• relate to the use of
the first group, the loop/local switch that serve the end..user. The.. facilltle. jointly
provide local service and access service. Therefore, the sale source of switching
access service is the local provider. Th. switching charges that typically apply are the
local switd"lin;, the ClImer common line charge and the residual interconnedion
charge.

WorldCom objects to Ameritec:t'l's assertion tnat the trunK ports on the local
5witd'l which connect to the interexcl"1an98 carriers' transport circuits are II f.ature of
the switch tnat can be used only by Ameriteen, eatabUshing Ameriteen as the provider
of all switched access ••rvice. WondCom argues tnat this is contrary to the decisions
of the FCC and the Commission that the purchaser of the local switch obtains every
feature, function and capability of the local switch without exception. WortdCom
submits tnat the FCC made ctear that the role of access provider was inextricabfy
linked to the purchase of the local switching network ."ment. through which the
purchasing carrier obtains .xclusive rignt to provide aU features, fundions and
capabilities of the switctling, including switcning for exchange access and 1ac.1
eXc:Mange service for that end user.

Mr. Gillan testified that Ameritech's proposal woutd result in Ameritech retaining
an access monopoly because interezenan;_ carriers are not likely to establish
separate ac:cess transport networks simply to access the customer base of new
entrants who would enter the market without a single customer.

Commission Anatysis and Conclusion

As an RBOC Ameritech is required to provide local switching unbundled from
loc:alloop facilities and local transport. '047 U.S.C. § 27' (c)(2)(B)(vi». As an incumbent
LEC. Ameritech is required to provide nondiscriminatory access to local sWltcn,ng as an
unbundled network element. (47 C.F.R. § 51.3'9(c)). The FCC nas stated that -a
camer that purchases trote unbundled local switching element to serve an end user
effectively obtains the exclusive rignt to proYlde 811 features, fundions, and capabilities
of the SWitch, inclUding switching for eXchange access and local exch8nge service:
(Order On Reconsid.ratIQO, 1111).

Ameritech's proposal for the unbundling of local switching is contained in its
·ULS· offering. This CommiSSion finds that Am.ritech's ULS proposal conflict. with the
FCC's Order, and with this Commission's Order in the Wholesale/Platform Case, in at
least three fundamental respects. First, it impermissibly r.strids the carrier purd"tasin;
ULS from providing service (originating and terminating access) which a purct'lasing
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02/15/95 WED 17:31 [TX/R! NO 5113)



96-0416196-05&.
Cansot

carrier may ptavide usin; the swttch. Second. as already Motl'd above, it fails to
include the customized routing which is a pal1 (a ·'f.atu..... or '!function") of the switch
and to which. purchasing camer il entitled. Third, it imposes improper charge. on a
purchasing carrier.

• s indicated above. tneFCC na. made it expjicit that the incumbent LEe may
not restrid the services that may be offered by a purcha.r of unbundled network
elements, including the unbundled local switch and the platferm. (FCC Order 11 292).
ThUS, consiltent with the Ad, • purchaser of the unbundled loeaf swttcn must be
permitted to offer originating and terminating access for calli made and received by its
customers. Consequently, the competing ClEC which purchase. ULS is entitled to
recover originating and terminating access charges from the interexd'lange camer in
the'8 circumstances. The FCC stated:

Wa allo note that whare naw entrants purchase acces. to
.unbundled network "aments to provide ud\ange access
services, wnather Of not they ara allO offering toll services
tlVOugh such elaments, the new entrants may ....Sl
excnange access enarges to (interuchange c.riars)
originating or termiNlti,. toll calls on those el..,.nts. In
th••• circumstances, incumbent LEes may not assess
excnange access charge. to such (carriers) because tne
new entrants, rather tnln the incumbents, will be providing
exchange access se",ices, and to allow otherwise would
permit incumtMtnt LECs to receive compensation in excess
of network costs in violation of the pricing stand..-d in
section 252(d). (FCC Order, , 363, n. 772).

ThiS Commission similarly ruled ,n the Wholesale Case that carriers purcNising
the switch platform are entitled to provide ~cc:eSI and receive the associated revenues.
(Wholesale Order (June 26. '996). p. 65).

Am.ritech's plan to retain originating and terminating access is in contrlvention
of the Act and the FCC's and thiS Commission's orders. Ameritech nas decided not to
enarge the ULS switch purchaser the appropriate usage charge for originating and
termInating access traffic. and on that basis it contends it is entitled to retain the access
revenues. Am.ritech's POSition 15 Impermissible. Ameritec:h cannot, consistent with the
FCC and ICC order cited above, be permitted simpty to forego collection of ch_ges for
Originating and terminating usage under ULS and use that as an excuse to retain the
access revenues. Rather. use of the SWItch by the purchasing carrier mull be
unrestricted and, if that carrier chooses to provide access, it must receive the
corresponding revenues. The ctIolce is that of the purchasing carrier, not of Amerit.en.

Moreover, Amerit.en witness Mr O'Brien conceded that under its ULS proposal,
Ameritech would double recover the cost of the line port on interstate calls - once from
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the IXC tJYough switched 8CCItU charges and again from the ClEC through the ULS
charge. (Tr. '3....). Mr. O'Brien was allC forced to admit that Amerit-=" would also
double recover the full cost of the trunk PO" - once from the ClEC, and apin through
switched access cnarges from IXCs for the origination and termination of both interstate
and intra.tate c.Hs. (Tr. 1317"'9, 137"·75; MCI Ex. 2.2P, PI'· 52-53). The
Commission finds the.. forms at double recovery unaccepteble.

The Commission also rejects Ameritech's concerns as to the tecnnical feasibility
of providing billing information to ClECs in order for them to bill IXCs for terminating
ac:cass under Staff and intervenors' definition of common transport. The Commission
ag..... with AT&T ana Mel that it i, indeed technicaily fea,ible for Ameritech to provide
information to elECs on a daily and monthly b••is sufficient to allow UNE subscribers
to bill IXCs terminating carrier access chargee. The Commission find. it quite
instructive that many otn. RIOCs have voluntarily agreed to or have been ordered by
state commissions to provide suen information.

In its lri., on Exceptions Ameriteen Illinois indicated its intention to abide by the
FCC's Third Order on Reconsideretion's flndin; on access charge., although it intends
to enall.nge the legality of tn.. Order.

S. Usage Development and Implemen"';on

AT&T/Mel

AT&T and MCI take issue with Ameritech's ULS tariff that proposes an exorbitant
Usage Development and Implementation Charge of $33,668.81 to be imposed on a
per-switeM per-earrier basis to eaen ULS subscriber. (AT&T Ex. 8.0 at 18-19). As
AT&T witness Henson testified, it is highly questionable whether such sunk COlts h."e
any relevance to a forward-looking cost analysis. (AT&T Ex. 1.0 at 66, fn. 72; AT&T
Ex. 8.0 at , 9). Moreover. as Mr. Sherry and WorldCom witness Gillan point out, 73% of
the costs Ameriteen proposes to recover with the Usage Development and
Implementation en.r;e are costs associated with trunk billing capability. (AT&T Ex.
8 1 at 25; WorldCom Ex. 1.2 at 19). These trunk billing capability costs are costs
connected with the deployment of dedicated trunk ports, which is necessary only under
Ameriteetl's improper interpretation of unbundled shared/dedicated transport, an
interpretation which violate, the very letter of the FCC Order. As such, these costs are
Improper, and should be excluded (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 25; AT&T Ex. , .2P at 11:
WorldCom Ex. 1.2P at 19).

To tne extent the CommIssion nevertneless deems tn. recovery of any of these
costs appropriate, AT&T and MCI contend that they should be recovered in a
competitively neutral manner from all network users - including Ameritec:h, who also
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will benefit from the billing and trunk ordering devetopment activiti•. (WondCom Ex.
1.2 at '1: AT&T Ex. 1.2P at 1'; AT&T Ex. 8.0 It 19: AT&T Ex. 1.1 It 24: Mel Ex. 2.2P
at 27).

Additionally, eve" If competitiyely neutral recovery is provided for, the
Commilsion should review Ame,itech's propos.1 for ......ing or calcul.ting tni.
charge on • per-switcn per-carrier baSIS to ensure that there is no oyer-recovery by
Amerlt.ch of tne.8 "one time" costs, a concem Am8rltech's cu"ent proposal does not
allay, but exacerbates. (AT&T Ex. a.o at 20). Mr. O'Srie"'•••pt.nDon of Ameritech's
demand e.tim.te preces. gives no indielltlon that the Compeny cansidered the
demand associated with AT&Ta request for a ,'I-'onn tri., and "milar requests to be
antici~t.d from otM.r ClECs, in setting the lev" far its proposed Usage Development
and Implementation Charge. (AT&T Ex. 8.1 at 26). Mr. O'8rie", the witness
sponsoring Ameritech UlS offering, te.tified on cr.s examination that he wal unaware
tMat AT&T had ordered the plat10m in Illinois. (Tr. 1~7-48).

AT&T and MCI observe t"at Ameriteen's demand estim'" also negl.ct to
Include all switches in its region despite tM flld that it is required by law to provide
ULS in each and every one of them, and neglect to include it as a eIlrr_ that will use
and benefit from its activities. (WorldCom Ex.1.1 at 10-11; Staff Ex. 1.02P at 13).

They propose that Ameritech be required to support this charge wtth well
documented cost studies. removing the obvious errors noted Ibove. Competitively
neutral cost recovery is recommended. To the extent the Commission aQrees that tMi.
charge is appropriate at all. tMey propose that it SMould establish a per<.anier per
switch c!"large somewhere in the range of the Mr. Gillan's corrected ca~eul.tion of
533.34 per-Qrrier per-switch. and Mr. Price's calculation of S146.24 per-carrier per
switd'1. (Staff Ex. 1 02P at 12-14). To ensure that the charge is terminated after the
demand estimates have been reached, a tracking, true-up and refund procedure should
be established so that Ameritech does not overreccver any costl ultimately approved
by tne Commission.

WorldCom

Mr Gillan testified that the proposed Billing Establishment Ch.rge of more that
533,000 per ULS switch is dramatically overstated. By uSing more reasonable demand
prOjections and removing a c:ategory of costs that are of Am.riteen' 5 own creation, thiS
cnarg. (if it il retained at all) falls to less than 530 per switch. If condoned in its
present inflated and unjustified form, Ameritech's proposed Billing Establishment
Charge would create an artifiCial, yet nlghly etfecti"e, barrier to entry. (WorldCom
Exhibit 1.2 at 2).

Mr. Gillan states further that the c:t'Iarge Mis a propolal by Ameritec:h to impose on
ULS purchasers a one-time charge of 533,6«5881 per switch "to recover (1) costs to
Identify different types of calls (interswltcn and intraswitch, for instance). and (2) costs
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